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Ceramic 
The ceramic assemblage recovered from Barham-2020-ASM-HD-01, weighing 47.3g, includes a collection 
of fire-affected mug fragments, an unspecified fire-affected tableware fragment, two building tile 
fragments, an unspecified glazed whiteware fragment, and a glazed whiteware plate fragment (Figure 4.3).  
The recovered ceramic artifacts do not provide any high-resolution temporal data, as none of the artifacts 
featured any makers marks or other discernable temporally specific features. While consistent with the 
known timeframe of the site’s occupation, refined earthenware ceramics such as undecorated whiteware 
ceramics were a popular choice in American homes throughout much of the 20th century (Majewski and 
O’brien 1987). 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 4.3 All recovered ceramic artifacts from Barham-2020-ASM-HD-01.  

(a. Mug fragments – STP 4, 0-20 cmbs; b. Tableware fragment – STP 4, 20-40 cmbs; c. Building tile 
fragments – STP 7, 0-20 cmbs; d. Whiteware fragment – STP 10, 0-20 cmbs; e. Whiteware plate 

fragment – STP 10, 20-40 cmbs) 

Glass 
Barham-2020-ASM-HD-01 contained a moderate amount of highly fragmented glass weighing a total of 
202.1g. Types of fragmented glass identified during the evaluation include window glass, tempered glass, 
and consumer glasses of various kinds including clear, green, brown, milk, and aqua colored glass (Figure 
4.4).  A portion of the glass appears to be fire-affected, possibly as a result of their inclusion in a burn pile.  
A recovered fragment of aqua colored glass artifact (Figure 4.4) likely dates between the late 1800’s through 
the 1930’s (Society for Historic Archaeology 2021).  During the 19th century, there was a general trend 
toward the use of aqua colored glass, due to its cheaper manufacture with aqua coloration being caused by 

a. 

C. 
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iron impurities in the glass (Lockhart 2006).   None of the other glass artifacts exhibit any makers marks or 
other temporally significant features. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 4.4 A selection of glass artifacts from Barham-2020-ASM-HD-01.  

(a. Window glass fragments – STP 9, 0-20 cmbs; b. Brown glass fragments – STP 9, 0-20 cmbs; c. Green 
glass fragments – STP 6, 20-40 cmbs; d. Fire-affected aqua glass fragments – STP 7, 0-20 cmbs; e. Milk 

glass fragment – STP 10, 40-60 cmbs; f. Clear glass bottle fragments – STP 10, 20-40 cmbs) 

Metal 
The assemblage of metal artifacts recovered during the evaluation, weighing a total of 163.8g, include three 
cut nails, numerous wire nails, a few bolts, a washer, several barbed-wire fragments, and numerous 
unidentifiable ferrous metal fragments.  Six cut nail fragments (Figure 4.5), the most temporally diagnostic 
artifacts of the assemblage, suggest a site occupation dated near 1893, when cut nails were no longer 
produced in favor of more-modern wire nails (Wells 1998). Despite the close agreement in age with the 
title-chain records results, there is a potential that the few recovered cut nails may be present as a component 
of furniture or other artifacts that were brought into the site at a later date. 
 

Rubber 
A single piece of rubber weighing 0.4g was recovered from the 20-40 cmbs level of STP 4.  This small 
artifact fragment, possibly from a basketball, is orange in color and has a circular texture on one side with 
a woven texture on the reverse.    
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Figure 4.5 Cut nail artifacts from Barham-2020-ASM-HD-01.  
(a. STP 1, 40-60cmbs; b. STP 4, 40-60cmbs; c. STP 4, 0-20cmbs; STP 2, 0-20cmbs.) 

Plastic 
A single potentially-diagnostic plastic artifact, a translucent coffee tin lid marked with “GFIC” and a 
stylized coffee cup design, weighs 7.63g and was identified in the 0-20 cmbs level of STP 8.  This artifact, 
produced by General Foods International Coffee, was found to be modern in age and most-likely dated to 
the early 1990’s.   

Textile/Leather 
Three artifacts were classified as textile/leather including two sections of twine from the 0-40 cmbs levels 
of STP 10 and a woven textile fragment from the 20-40 cmbs level of STP 3. 

Invertebrate Remains 
A single fragment of Ostrea sp. (Oyster) shell, weighing 0.2 grams, was recovered from Barham-2020-
ASM-HD-01. 

Vertebrate Remains  
Four small fragments of unspecified faunal bone, weighing 0.8g total, were recovered from Barham-2020-
ASM-HD-01. These bone fragments were examined and determined to be non-human. 

a. 
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5.0 RESOURCE EVALUATION AND IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 
An assessment of the eligibility of Barham-2020-ASM-HD-01 for listing on the California Register of 
Historic Resources is examined below. 

5.1 EVALUATION OF Barham-2020-ASM-HD-01 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that all private and public activities not 
specifically exempted be evaluated for the potential to impact the environment, including effects to 
historical resources. Historical resources are recognized as part of the environment under CEQA. It defines 
historical resources as “any object, building, structure, site, area, or place which is historically significant 
in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, 
or cultural annals of California” (Division I, PRC §5021.1(b)). 
 
Lead agencies have a responsibility to evaluate historical resources against the California Register criteria 
prior to making a finding as to a proposed project’s impacts to historical resources. Mitigation of adverse 
impacts is required if the proposed project will cause substantial adverse change. Substantial adverse change 
includes demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration such that the significance of an historical resource 
would be impaired. While demolition and destruction are fairly obvious significant impacts, it is more 
difficult to assess when change, alteration, or relocation crosses the threshold of substantial adverse change. 
The CEQA Guidelines provide that a project that demolishes or alters those physical characteristics of an 
historical resource that convey its historical significance (i.e., its character-defining features) can be 
considered to materially impair the resource’s significance. 
 
The California Register is used in the consideration of historic resources relative to significance for 
purposes of CEQA. The California Register includes resources listed in, or formally determined eligible 
for some California State Landmarks and Points of Historical Interest. Properties of local significance that 
have been designated under a local preservation ordinance (local landmarks or landmark districts), or that 
have been identified in a local historical resources inventory may be eligible for listing in the California 
Register and are presumed to be significant resources for purposes of CEQA unless a preponderance of 
evidence indicates otherwise. 
 
A resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically significant” if the resource meets the 
criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (PRC §5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 
4852) consisting of the following:  
 

1) It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States; or 

2) It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history; or 
3) It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, 

or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; or 
4) It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or history 

of the local area, California, or the nation. 
 
Barham-2020-ASM-HD-01 consists of the remains of a historical residence with modern and historic 
refuse. The historic building remains and historic refuse at Barham-2020-ASM-HD-01 is determined as not 
eligible for listing in the CRHR under Criterion 1, 2, 3, or 4.  For Criterion 1, there are no indications of 
significant historical events that occurred in association with the resource. Under Criterion 2  there is no 
record of important contributions to local, California, or national history by any of the prior owners. For 
Criterion 3, the structures were previously demolished and nothing remains to examine distinctive 
characteristics, the work of a master, or artistic value. Under Criterion 4, the site does not have any 
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substantial research potential as the resource contains a low-density artifact scatter that is situated within a 
highly disturbed context. Only building foundations remain of the structures, and no features such as 
privies, cisterns, and trash pits appear to remain at the site. 
 

5.1.1 Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures 
ASM recommends archaeological monitoring by a qualified archaeologist and native American monitor 
during grading and earthworks associated with the development of  this lot, until a sterile subsoil has been 
reached. Although this investigation found Barham-2020-ASM-HD-01 to be ineligible for listing in the 
CRHR under any of the four criteria, the possibility remains that features or other intact deposits may be 
encountered during future earth moving activities. Such a discovery could potentially yield important 
information about this site and the period of its occupation in San Marcos. 
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